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NONCE OF PROPOSED R~ULATORY ACTION
 
Designation of Routes for the fl~ugh Transporta~on of Highway Rou~

Con~o~ Quantity Shipments of Radioactive Martials (~S-94-01)
 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed designation of rou~s.

Caltrans neither suppoas nor opposes fl~e p~posal of any Interstate rou~ or State ~ghway, We do have
these commen~s, suggestions, or questions to offer: 

¯ Only In,rotate routes am cun’ently ~ing proposed. Is ~is ~ause only ~e existing controlled
qum~ti~ shipments of Radioactive Mate~s (~M) are being consider? Futu~ shipments 
should be considered, such as, the pomntial shipmen~ to Yucca Moun~in if it is d~ignat~ as
a mposltory. 

¯	 Congress has promised ~e utility companies that they will provide for ~e reposk of tflgh level
nuclear waste by 1998. There is a s~’ong possibility that Yucca Mount~n w~l ~ designamd as
an interim repository until the site ~sessment studies are compleX. We ~ confined that
Stare Route I27 (~ being the most direct route and identified by Nevada Dep~ment of
Transpo~tion ~ one of the most likely preferred routes) w~ be designa~d wi~out ad~uate 
consideration to assessing the po~.ntial impacts, the roum’s geome~ic/s~cturaI ad~uacy,
vertical and hofi~n~l alignmeng ~e availabi~q of emergency and medical ~spon~, cu~nt
accident situations, etc. ~aese studies should ~ occutxing now since environmental, 
progr~ming and funding requiremen~ ~e 5 to I0 ye~s ~o complete once improvement
prqj~ have b~n iden~fied. 

What is the California ~ighway Patt’ol’s position in accessing, mitigating and monitofn~
po~nfial impacts m the Sta~ Highway System? As a responsible agency, Cal~ans mqutms ~e
developer to perfo~ ~affic impact studies. We have b~n told by the Department of Energy
that in designating routes, the Smt~ are certifying to lhcir ad~uacy. We cert~nly hope that the
CHP would not designate State routes without assuring to their physical ad~uacy, and fl~at the
po~nfi~ impacts am mitigated by ~e con~butor/develo~r. 

¯	 We would li~ to ~ consulted and involved at the District level should any route within our 
bounda~ be considered for futu~-e designation. Please involve us emqy in fl~e process, and we
welcome the opportunity to have you join us for some on-ske reviews. 

¯ ~e~e are a couple ofl~deral ~ctions flint are being considc~d that may impact ~e d~signation
of "through’~ routes in California. ~e C~ifornia Desert Pro~tion Act (SB21) will es~blish 
approximately 80 wilderness areas in Inyo, Kern, San Bernardino, Riverside, and hnpefial
counties, and may impact access to roadways a~ioining these wilderness m’eas. Anoflmr 
propos~ action is the Fort ~’win expansion which has a potential to impact Inters~ routes
and S~te highways ill San Ber~mrdino and Inyo counties. These po~nfial actions should be
considered and their impacm, conflict, mitigations, ~d condi~ons n~d to be dovetailed into
the process for sel~ting rou~s. 
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Again, we stress our. .neuta’ality pn which State routes are designated. We are encouraged that the
CHP is "contemplating additional routing considerations such as physical constraints of roadways,
inadequate shoulders, turning radius..." We would like to be reassured that these factors are given top 
priority, and that if the infrastructure is not adequate before designation then the improvements or impacts
need to be clearly identified and how they will be implemented or mitigated, financed, and monitored. 

Please give Mr. Ken Deboy, Deputy District Director of Planning and Project Development, a call
if you would like to discuss any of these comments or if we can be of any assistance in your studies. You 
can reach him at (619) 872-061M. 

Sincerely, 

LEWIS K, 
District Director 
of Transportation 

cc: Ken Deboy, DDDP&PD 


